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Q. 
A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q* 
A. 

Q. 
A. 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Karen Cathers and my business address is 8600 West Tangerine Road, 

Marana, Arizona, 85658 

Did you previously provide direct testimony in this docket on behalf of Trico 

Electric Cooperative, Inc. (“Trico” or the “Company”)? 

Yes. 

What is the purpose of your reply testimony? 

I am responding to the Direct Testimony of Barbara Keene that was filed on behalf of 

Commission and to the comments submitted by Mr. Arkoosh. Trico agrees with Ms. 

Keene’s analysis of the issues in this docket and Trico continues to believe it has fully 

supported its net metering administrative costs in accordance with the Net Metering rules. 

I believe Mr. Arkoosh misinterprets what constitutes a “cost study” to support the net 

metering tariff and simply disagrees with the need for a SmartSynch meter capable of 

timely bidirectional data monitoring. 

Please comment on the Direct Testimony of Ms. Keene. 

I agree with her conclusion that Trico’s net metering administrative charge of $3.38 per 

month is reasonable, cost-based and in compliance with the Commission’s Net Metering 

rules. The Commission is entitled to interpret its own rules and Ms. Keene confirms that 

the information provided by Trico regarding the administrative charge provided sufficient 

cost-based information under the Net Metering rules for the administrative charge. 

Ms. Keene also confirms that net metering is a vastly different service than standard rate 

metering. It also appears that Staff agrees that the administrative charge actually could 

be higher than the $3.38 requested by Trico. 
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Q. 
A. 

Finally, I agree with Ms. Keene that no evidentiary hearing is necessary. Commission 

Staff has indicated that is has the necessary cost information required by Rule 2305 under 

its interpretation of the Net Metering rules. 

Please comment on Mr. Arkoosh’s comments. 

Mr. Arkoosh appears to take issue with the format of the cost information and with the 15 

minute interval readings provided by the SmartSynch meters. First, Commission Staff 

believes that Trico has provided cost information that meets the requirements of the 

Commission’s rules. There is no requirement for a formal third-party cost study as 

suggested by Mr. Arkoosh. 

Second, as I noted in my Direct Testimony, Trico’s net metering technology allows the 

meter to measure energy flow both to the customer and from the customer on a 15 minute 

interval basis to provide the information necessary for an effective net metering program. 

The $5.00 per month charge for a residential net metering account has a higher fee than 

standard meter reading because it collects the data for both directions of flow -- to and 

from the customer. Fifteen minute interval data is an industry standard for such 

technology. Setting uniform meter reading parameters is the most efficient and cost 

effective approach. Moreover, the interval data is critical if there are any questions or 

disputes about the result of net metering and the amounts owed under the Commission- 

approved Net Metering tariff. Monthly meter readings are insufficient for such 

monitoring. 

Mr. Arkoosh apparently does not want to pay for the improved metering necessary for 

him to enjoy the full benefits of his rooftop solar system. However, this technology is 

necessary for Trico to allow him to do so. 
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Q- 

A. 

Q. 
A. 

Mr. Arkoosh asserts that you could read 30 net metering meters for $38.31. Do you 

agree? 

No. First, that position assumes that monthly readings would be sufficient, which they 

are not for net metering. Second, it relies on unsubstantiated assumptions about the 

location of SmartSynch meters and assumes there is zero travel and meter reading time 

for each meter after the first meter, which is simply not possible. Third, even monthly 

remote reading for our standard meters results in a cost of $1.62 per month using our 

legacy power line carrier system. As I explained in my direct testimony, that system does 

not provide the two-way meter interval reads that we receive from the SmartSynch 

meters. To install a similar automated power line carrier system for SmartSynch meters 

would require a significant capital expense and would not be cost effective compared to 

the wireless meter reading, given the relatively small number of SmartSynch meters. 

Does this conclude your reply testimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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